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ABSTRACT

LEARNER CONCERNS AT THE MISSIONARY TRAINING CENTER IN THE
TECHNOLOGY ASSISTED LANGUAGE LEARNING PROGRAM

Elaine T. Lindsay
Department of Linguistics
Master of Arts

Chapelle (1997) states the following as a vital question to be asked with respect to
computer assisted language learning, "How good is the language experience in CALL for
L2 learning?" (n.p.) In order to truly answer this question, investigators need to look to
the learner and his concerns. In planning curriculum or designing a program, teachers
and administrators normally look toward learner needs. However, these educators are
also known to fully implement a new program, at times, without consideration of learner
concerns. This appears to be especially true with the use of technology in the second
language classroom. Research is needed to look at how the learner feels about
technology. Former studies (Fuller, 1969; Hansen, 1996) have focused on the concerns of
teachers or preservice teachers, but little research has been done focusing on the actual
concerns of the learner.

The current study focused on the concerns of over two hundred young adult
missionaries from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints who studied foreign
languages at the LDS Missionary Training Center (MTC) for two months, with the aid of
a Technology Assisted Language Learning (TALL) program. The subjects answered a
background questionnaire upon beginning their study of a foreign language. At the end of
their study program, the missionaries responded to a questionnaire where they could
express their concerns about learning through technology. In addition, interviews with
selected participants were conducted at the end of the missionaries' program.
The data were analyzed and categorized and focus was given to the types of
concerns expressed and how the concerns differed for language group, learner rate,
gender, and other background factors. Four major categories of concerns were identified:
instructional, language, software, and none. Most of the concerns expressed by the
learners dealt with instructional issues such as the amount of variety and learner control
as well as how learners review material and receive feedback from the computer. Chisquare post hoc analyses showed the greatest differences in the number of concerns
within the Portuguese learners. Concerns of fast versus slow learners appeared different
as well. Tests showed that slower learners were significantly more concerned about the
computer going at a pace that worked well for them, becoming bored easily, and not
having enough time on certain computer activities. Profiles describing those and other
differences were created based on the interviews conducted with several learners.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Context of the Problem
A student selects the audio button on a screen with the computer mouse and hears,
through his headset, the voice of a native speaker of a language saying the phrase that is
visible on the computer screen. He then selects the microphone button on the screen and
repeats the same phrase into the microphone connected to his headset. Immediately
following his response, he selects the audio button again and this time he hears his own
voice in the second language he is trying to learn. Warschauer & Healey (1998) point out
that Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) is not only able to present language,
but has incorporated interactive capabilities that allow students to learn language using a
variety of technological tools as an ongoing process of language learning and use, rather
than visiting the computer lab on a once a week basis for isolated exercises.
CALL has been used in language teaching for more than 30 years. Warshauer and
Healey (1998) identify three stages that characterize different technological and
pedagogical phases evident in the history of CALL. The first stage of CALL was a
behavioristic model (1960s and 1970s) that emphasized drills and repetitive practice.
The second phase was labeled communicative CALL (1970s and 1980s). This phase was
backed by the theories of implicit grammar teaching and encouraged original production
of language. It also corresponded with the cognitive approach of the time period. The
third phase, integrative CALL (1980s and 1990s), as described in the introductory
example, utilizes the multimedia advances of the technology of the 1990s. The
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multimedia networked computer opened CALL to limitless amounts of information and
dramatically changed the teacher role from that of the source of all knowledge to that of
facilitator (Warschauer & Healey, 1998). The role technology has played in language
learning appears to be growing. Warschauer and Healey note that, "future developments
in networked communication, multimedia, and artificial intelligence will likely
converge . . . [with] the computer as a tool for authentic language exploration and use in
the second language classroom" (p. 67).
In every detail of life, today's world is following technology, and language
teaching is no exception. It appears that technology's efficiency and speed have swept
teachers and researchers alike off their feet and past the stages of questioning and critical
evaluation to implementation and testing. As Warschauer and Healey claim, technology
will find its "rightful place" (p. 68) in language teaching, but what is being done to make
sure it finds its appropriate place?
At the Missionary Training Center, an integrative CALL program is being
implemented across several languages in an atmosphere involving groups of
homogeneous students. The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints provides a
training program for young adults of this faith who offer their time to serve missions
throughout the world. Many of them serve in foreign language environments and receive
language training before they travel to their mission country or area. The Church's
Missionary Training Center (MTC), located in Provo, Utah, serves as their two-month
language school. For more than five years, employees at the MTC have been developing
software for language learning, which they have named Technology Assisted Language
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Learning (TALL). As the descriptive example in the beginning of this chapter illustrates,
the TALL program is an example of integrative CALL.
The first evaluation of the TALL program was in August of 1995. Test results
showed that TALL-trained missionaries were a little lower than missionaries taught in a
more traditional classroom training program (i.e., classroom, textbook, chalkboard, etc.),
in terms of most language skill areas, but higher in pronunciation and grammar. One of
the main concerns of MTC administrators, was that TALL missionaries seemed to have
less frequent or intense spiritual experiences as they learned, and they generally ranked
themselves lower on spiritual attributes than missionaries in the traditional program
(MTC, 1995). Because missionaries generally learn a language for religious and spiritual
purposes, feeling the spirit as part of their language learning experience appeared to be a
major factor in their concerns about learning. In whatever learning environment, learner
morale affects the learning process; therefore, concerns need to be assessed and
adjustments in curriculum need to be made accordingly. In the years following this initial
evaluation (MTC, 1995), changes have been made to help ensure that missionaries learn
with the Spirit as they learn their target language via computer.
In 1999, the MTC responded to the need to provide TALL programs in other
languages, moving beyond Spanish, Japanese, and Portuguese, to include Russian and
English as a Second Language (ESL). At the same time, developers have been creating
TALL software for many additional languages. The use of TALL has also been extended
to assist missionaries participating in infield training at MTCs in foreign countries (Spain,
Peru, and Brazil). This broader use creates an incentive to investigate all aspects of the
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training program to see that it is not only effective in outcome scores, but that it is also
appropriate for the needs of the learners. One way to assess the needs of individuals is to
examine their concerns.
Although some studies have addressed the issue of teacher concerns (Fuller, 1969;
Hansen, 1996), literature shows that learner concerns about using technology have never
been adequately addressed. In most studies or evaluations of the use of technology in
learning, a few responses about learner attitudes may be noted alongside performance test
results. However, little empirical research has focused on the aspect of learner concerns
about the use of technology in language learning.
Concerns are warning signs to the teacher that the needs of the learners are not
being met. Hansen (1996) used the following definition of concerns for his study of preservice teachers: "perceived problems or worries" or something someone "thinks
about... frequently and would like to do something about. . . personally" (p. 66). If
teachers want to create a learner-centered environment in their classroom, concerns need
to be addressed. Teachers should try to assess learner concerns and then design the
curriculum to resolve those concerns.
Another reason to examine learner concerns is to pursue a better understanding of
the learning process. A look at the concerns of learners will also inform educators how
they can better reach learners with different cognitive learning styles. Chun and Plass
(1996) conclude from their study of multimedia vocabulary acquisition that "there is no
one mode or medium that is helpful to all learners" (p. 195).
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In order to investigate learner concerns, it is important to distinguish the
difference between concerns and attitudes. Dictionaries provide an obvious distinction
between the two terms. Webster's dictionary (Berube, Kaethe & Severynse, 1999) states
that a concern may "engage the attention of,. . . involve" or is "a matter that relates to or
affects one,.. . regard for or interest in someone or something,. . . worry or anxiety"

(p.

232). The Oxford (Abate, Jewell, & Lindberg, 1999) definition adds "solicitous regard,.
.. a matter of interest or importance to one" (p. 159). In contrast, these two sources'
meanings for the term attitude are simply more affective: "a state of mind or feeling:
disposition" (Berube, Kaethe & Severynse, 1999, p. 73) or "a settled opinion" (Abate,
Jewell, & Lindberg, 1999, p. 44). This study's emphasis was on learners' concerns about
the use of technology in language learning, not just what they think of CALL, but what
worried them or was of major interest to them about the program.
Statement of the Problem
No matter what software is used in a language learning program, the larger issue
is always, does the computer program help language learners gain greater language
proficiency faster and better than traditional methods? Generally, the answer to this
question is sought through a comparison of language test scores. However, if as Nunan
(1988) claims, the major contributor to learning is the learner himself, the concerns of the
learner should be a main focus in evaluating a teaching method. Learner concerns can be
indicators as to how well learner needs are or are not being met. If test scores indicate
increased learning and yet learners still do not feel they learn as well, the goal may not
have been reached.

6
Evaluations of TALL at the MTC during 1998 and 1999, indicate some of the
concerns missionaries have with regard to working with computers in language learning.
Learners' comments indicate concerns dealing with class-lab curriculum coordination, the
pace of the software, bugs in the software, the impersonal feel of computers, lack of
sufficient grammar practice, and the need for more visual helps in the vocabulary
exercises. Missionaries also state that many aspects of using the computers are very
beneficial, such as the listening comprehension exercises that use native voices.
However, many learners feel they need more time on the computers, and that sections
focusing on grammar and vocabulary need to be expanded (MTC, 1999a). Since these
opinions were gathered from open-ended questionnaires of missionaries learning Spanish,
the data are limited and still do not inform developers sufficiently to alter the curriculum
or methodology of TALL across many target languages. Further information is needed
about how many learners share these concerns, whether these statements are true for
learners of Portuguese, Japanese, and other languages as well as Spanish, and whether
concerns from learners of different ability levels are similar or different.
The researcher feels that the focus for this study hits at the very center of teaching
itself, in that the greatest challenge teachers face is reaching every learner. Reaching
every learner requires not only understanding learners' needs, but how they feel about
their learning. Second language teachers in particular have the additional challenge that
both their obstacle and their objective is their medium of communication. The most
effective teachers strive to meet the challenge to reach each individual, allowing to be
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stretched as teachers. Technology needs to also take this challenge to individualize for
learners if it is to become a tool for enhancement in the hands of teachers.
Research Questions
This project's general focus was to discover and analyze second language learner
concerns with respect to using technology in language learning. The specific questions to
be addressed throughout the study were: (1) What concerns do language learners at the
MTC report as they use the TALL program? (2) What similarities and differences in
concerns exist for missionaries using TALL to learn different languages? (3) What
similarities and differences are there between the concerns of faster versus slower
learning missionaries using TALL? (4) What effect does previous language experience
have on learners' concerns about learning another language through technology? (5)
What effect does previous computer experience have on learners' concerns about using
technology to learn a language?
Delimitations of the Study
The following delimitations exist for this research:
1. This study is cross-sectional, (subsequent groups will be involved, each for a nineweek period), and does not extend throughout the missionaries' entire missions or after
their return.
2. This study addresses learner (but not teacher) concerns with respect to TALL.
3. Four language groups participated: missionaries learning Spanish, Portuguese,
Japanese, and Russian. Those in the Spanish, Portuguese, Japanese, and Russian groups
were missionaries with English as their first language.
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4. While missionaries are beginning to use TALL in missionary training centers in Spain,
Peru, and Brazil, all participants of this study were involved only during the nine weeks
that they spent learning their mission language through the TALL program at the MTC in
Provo, Utah.
5. The subjects in this study are young adults between the ages of 19 and 26 who
volunteer to serve their church for 18 months to 2 years. Therefore, these subjects are a
fairly unique group of students, who generally are highly motivated and study in a
concentrated learning environment. The class sizes at the MTC are small, ranging from 8
to 12 missionaries per classroom; and the teachers are former missionaries who are native
speakers of the target language or learned the language through an intensive immersion
experience. These and other components make up an unusual learning environment.
With these very controlled circumstances, much can be learned about a learner's
relationship with a technology based language learning program.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
This study is designed to investigate the concerns of missionaries learning
language through a Technology Assisted Language Learning (TALL) program. Five
questions direct a review of what has already been learned about learner concerns towards
learning through technology. (1) What concerns do language learners have with respect
to TALL? (2) What similarities and differences exist between the concerns of learners
of different languages? (3) What similarities and differences are there between the
concerns of learners with different ability levels? (4) What effect does previous
language experience have on learner concerns about using technology? (5) What effect
does previous computer experience have on learner concerns about using technology?
Concern Research
The Oxford dictionary (Abate, Jewell, & Lindberg, 1999) defines a concern as a
"matter of interest or importance" (p. 159). Fuller (1969) defined the construct for her
research on concerns of teachers as "perceived problems or worries" (p. 216). Newlove
and Hall (1976) use several definitions for concern, one being, "The composite
representation of the feelings, the preoccupation, thought and consideration that is given
to a particular issue or task" (p. 6).
One approach to defining the construct of concerns comes from investigations of
concerns of teachers (Fuller, 1969; Hansen, 1996), which have established some general
guidelines for assessing concerns about any innovation. More specifically, Newlove and
Hall (1976) list 7 stages for concerns: 0= Awareness, 1= Informational, 2= Personal,
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3= Management, 4=Consequence, 5= Collaboration 6= Refocusing (p. 11). They also
generalized these stages into three broader areas: self, task, and impact.
Russell Hansen (1996) studied the concerns of preservice teachers and found a
similar pattern of stages in concerns over time, namely: pedagogical, self, learners, and
occupational (p. 23). Hansen's subjects only answered open-ended questions dealing
with general concerns, and specific language aspects such as reading, writing, and
vocabulary (p. 67). A manual developed by Newlove and Hall also encourages the use of
open-ended responses in gathering concerns (Newlove & Hall, 1976). Hall (1976)
emphasizes that a look at concerns is vital in the process of implementation of an
innovation and that managers of change should seek to accommodate and resolve such
concerns (pp. 22-23).
In Wong Fillmore's dissertation research (1976), she studied the cognitive and
social strategies of children learning a second language. As she looked to identify stages
in their second language acquisition, Wong-Fillmore discovered, rather than stages in
development, what she calls "stages in the evolution of the learners' strategies and
concerns" (pp. 658-659) as they learned another language. These stages could be
summarized as concerns about 1) socialization 2) communication 3) correctness. Though
these stages of concern overlapped, they were "sequential to the extent that some
concerns did not emerge until the children reached a certain level of development"
(p. 659). In this example, an analysis of concerns was an important aspect of a second
language acquisition research study.
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The present study was originally designed to focus on the change in concerns of
learners during the nine weeks they used TALL. However, as the pilot data (MTC,
1999a) were collected, they showed no apparent change or progress through stages as
shown in the concern studies of Fuller, Hansen, and Wong Fillmore. It appeared that a
nine week program is too brief a time period for significant changes in concerns to occur.
Aside from this, concerns were noted to be different for slower and faster learners as well
as with respect to various aspects of TALL. The researcher then changed the focus of the
study to these more significant differences in the learner concerns, rather than that of the
change in concerns over time. Beyond the issue of more significant results, this new
focus of learner rate is also a more significant issue in the ongoing development and
implementation of the TALL program.
History of CALL
CALL has changed dramatically over the last three years. Advances in
technology as well as an increased understanding of how language learning best takes
place, have contributed to these changes. Basically, computers have been involved in
language learning since the 1960s and the development of CALL has passed through
approximately three stages: behavioristic (1960s-1970s), communicative (late 1970searly 1980s), and integrative (late 1980s-1990s). The behavioristic stage emphasized
drills and repetitive practice. The second phase, communicative CALL, was backed by
the theories of implicit grammar teaching and encouraged original production of
language. It also corresponded with the cognitive approach of the time period. The third
phase, integrative CALL, utilizes the multimedia advances and technology of the 1990s
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and promotes the student being an active participant of their learning (Warshauer &
Healey, 1998). The environment of this particular study is an integrative CALL program.
Evaluations of CALL Programs
Crumb (1990) describes the advantages that the use of computers can provide in
education, including increased effectiveness and better retention, as well as a means of
accountability and data collection. In order for these advantages to take place, certain
characteristics must be true of the software, such as appropriate and accurate content,
correct learning design, and appropriate ability levels.
Many technology language learning programs have been evaluated, and though
their focus has not been learner concerns with respect to CALL, the reports often include
a small amount of feedback on learners' feelings. For example, Chun and Plass (1996)
looked at a multimedia program for vocabulary learning to examine the influence of
pictures and videos combined with text definitions on learning vocabulary. Pictures plus
text seemed to be the most effective of the two, but the difference between pictures and
videos was not statistically significant and the researchers recommended further study
with both visual media. As the MTC is discovering through the pilot study for this
research, some learners appear to be expressing a need for visual helps in the vocabulary
practices on the computer, while others say they would like to learn vocabulary with the
teacher instead of through the computer (MTC 1999b). Chun and Plass also concluded
that no one method is best for all learners, and more study of learning styles and their
impact on CALL design is needed.
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In one of the few studies focusing on learner concerns, James Kulik (1994)
compares reports of data from several meta-analytical studies dealing with CALL. From
these studies, Kulik discovered that students usually learn more in classes where they
spend some time learning through the computer. These students also appear to learn in
less time than in traditional classroom settings. The students liked their classes more and
developed more positive attitudes toward technology when they used computers in
school. It would appear that more time with technology in the learning environment
produced a more positive attitude; therefore, initial learner concerns were possibly
resolved with more exposure to the computers.
McCaffrey (1985) discusses some of the possible drawbacks involved in using the
computer to learn. He mentions learner anxiety, gender issues, poorly designed software,
and time/cost-effectiveness, among other factors. He states that the fear that teachers will
be replaced by the computer is no longer a threat, but the danger is that teachers will
misplace their energies and put too much time into the wrong aspects of computerassisted learning. McCaffrey argues that designers must work towards making software
perform effectively, both in cost and labor. He also points out some of the advantages of
computers as being that they are infinitely patient, calculate quickly and accurately,
present materials visually, and can keep and record time and other information that can
provide feedback to the teacher. These advantages and disadvantages are very applicable
in the TALL program at the MTC where this study will be applied. Factors like these are
linked to the concerns expressed by the learners.
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Davis and Lyman-Hager (1997) studied undergraduate intermediate French
students using a computer reading gloss. Many of the learners actually misunderstood
the story they were reading, but felt much better about reading in French with the
computer help than with a book and dictionary. Students enjoyed having all of the
references for help available and stated that they were able to remember what they read
and read more naturally because they did not have to stop to look up words in the
dictionary. Students also enjoyed working independently. The researchers felt
disappointed that the students basically only used the English word definitions and felt
that if they had used the other program components, their comprehension would have
increased significantly. In the TALL program at the MTC, this same dilemma can be
observed. Students tend to put their efforts towards activities that often do not utilize the
program's resources to its full potential or they leave out more beneficial activities.
Davis and Lyman-Hager (1997) mentioned that a "longitudinal study examining
the evolution of attitudes and use over a semester is also needed for a more complete
evaluation of the computerized gloss" (p. 68). Another important issue mentioned was
the question of "how student attitudes toward CALL .. . evolve with increased exposure
to computerized reading aids" (p. 69). It seems clear that learner concerns need to be the
focus of a study, and not just an attitudinal side note.
In 1980, Merrill compared computer-assisted learning to traditional teaching
through the TICCIT (Time-shared, Interactive, Computer-Controlled, Information
Television) program at Brigham Young University. The TICCIT project was a nationwide effort funded by the National Science Foundation. The characteristic that set
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TICCIT apart from other CAI systems was the amount of learner control built into the
program design. The learners were given a "map" and could alter their own lessons by
buttons labeled: "rule, example, practice, help, easy, hard." While this seems like a basic
CALL function now, but in the 1970s, it was new and innovative. Learner concerns were
minimal, apparently because of the amount of learner control.
K. Hansen (1981) conducted another study of TICCIT, comparing it to
traditionally taught classes. Both groups were ESL students from four proficiency levels
for a total of 30 students. Aside from looking at the learning level gained from these two
methods, Hansen also wanted to know if students would view TICCIT as valid and
interesting. Though the traditional group's scores were significantly higher, the TICCIT
learners did not respond negatively about their experience. From a questionnaire given at
the end of the study, it would appear that TICCIT learners found the program fun and
easy to use. These same issues of enjoyment and functionality appear to be important for
the subjects of this study at the MTC as well (MTC, 1999a).
One study conducted at the MTC (1998) compared missionaries studying Spanish
through the TALL program to earlier groups that used the TALL program. The study
included 94 missionaries that entered the program during the fall of 1998. The
missionaries were found to have comparable proficiency levels to those subjects tested
previously. The qualitative data describes some of the concerns the missionaries had in
using the computer to learn. Some missionaries stated that they learned vocabulary better
in the classroom with the teacher. Others mentioned that they would like to have more
review practice opportunities through the TALL software. Some comments indicate that
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the computer learning became monotonous. These and other comments suggest
possibilities for further investigation into the concerns learners have about learning
language with a computer program.
Slow and Fast Language Learners
The third research question for this study focuses on the differences in concerns of
slow versus fast learners learning a second language through technology. Slow learners
most likely include those with learning disabilities. Henderson (1995) states that in 1994,
9% of college freshmen were reported to have learning disabilities. This statistic is three
times the amount reported in 1978. Arries (1996) suggests that students with learning
disabilities have high anxiety with relation to learning a second language. These learners
suffer from problems such as difficulty memorizing, mimicking, and reading (p. 100).
Ehrman (1996) suggests that differences in students' learning styles and teachers'
teaching methods are the source of many second language learning difficulties. She feels
that through discovering learners' individual differences, teachers can create learner
centered methods and dispel many learning difficulties (pp. xi-xii).
The researcher's Spanish pilot study (MTC, 1999b) showed that slower learners
differed greatly from faster learners, in background, self-perception, concerns, and
performance. For example, slower learners did not consider themselves as good at school
work as faster learners, had less previous language learning experience, and felt they were
not as independent in their learning. Slow learners also were more concerned about
receiving feedback from their teachers and tended to score approximately 15% lower on
grammar and listening comprehension tests. This pilot data showed that the difference
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between fast and slow learners was a significant facet to address in this study of learner
concerns toward technology use in language learning.
Research Hypotheses
Considering the progress in language learning through technology and the impact
that appropriate assessment of learner needs can have on educational programs, it seems
appropriate to take a serious look at learner concerns with respect to technology in
language learning. Though this study has its limitations, its purpose is to help bridge the
gap between learner concerns and technology use in language learning. To achieve this
purpose, the study investigates the following null hypotheses:
1. There is no significant difference in the concerns of missionaries learning
different languages through the TALL program.
2. There is no significant difference in the concerns of slower and faster learners.
3. There is no significant effect from previous language learning experience on the
concerns of learners.
4. There is no significant effect from previous computer experience on the
concerns of learners.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN
This study addressed the concerns of young adult missionaries from the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints studying foreign languages. These missionaries
received instruction and studied their target language at the LDS Missionary Training
Center (MTC) for approximately two months with the aid of a Technology Assisted
Language Learning (TALL) program. The purpose of this inquiry was to discover, first,
what concerns missionaries had with respect to TALL and, second, what similarities and
differences existed between the concerns of missionaries learning different languages.
Other questions to address were how those concerns differed for slower and faster
learners and what effect previous language learning experience and computer experience
had on the concerns. This chapter will describe the subjects, the learning environment,
and the collection and analyses of the data.
Subjects
The learners in this study were young men and women between the ages of 19 and
26 who volunteered 18 months to 2 years to serve as missionaries for their church.
Therefore, these subjects were a fairly unique group of learners, who generally were
highly motivated and studied in a concentrated learning environment. The class sizes
were small, ranging from 8 to 12 students per classroom, and the teachers were former
missionaries who learned the target languages themselves as missionaries, or they were
native speakers of the target languages.
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A total of 268 missionaries arriving between June and October of 1999
participated in this study. All participants were given a research subject consent form,
meeting the Institutional Review Board requirements (see Appendix A). These learners
included 168 learners of Spanish, 29 learners of Portuguese, 62 learners of Japanese, and
9 learners of Russian (see Table 1 for a summary of the subjects). Two of the original
subjects learning Japanese were native Mongolian speakers with little English
proficiency. Since this study looked at the concerns of native English speakers learning a
second language, the data from these two subjects were not reported. A stratified random
selection was used in choosing these groups of subjects, based on the number of
missionaries per language group. In order to represent the general population of the
missionaries, classes containing females were chosen approximately half the time over
groups containing no females when the option was available, as there were considerably
fewer female than male missionaries in the program.
Table 1
Summary of Subjects by Target Language and Gender
Spanish

Portuguese

Japanese

Russian

Totals

Males

141

27

53

6

227

Females

27

2

9

3

41

Totals

168

29

62

9

268

Instruments
Several instruments were used in gathering data from these subjects. The
Background Questionnaire (see Appendix B) identified previous experience of the
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missionaries, especially with respect to years of language learning and computer
experience as well as how challenging they felt the target language would be for them to
learn. Teachers were asked to rank the individual missionaries in each class according to
language ability (see Appendix C). For example, if there were 10 missionaries in a class,
the students would be ranked from 1 to 10, 1 being the strongest ability with the
language, and 10 being the weakest language ability. This ranking, accompanied by the
learners' responses as to how challenging (on a scale of 1 to 7, l=very challenging and
7=very easy) the target language was for them (see Appendix B, question #10), assisted
the researcher in identifying slow and fast learners. If a missionary responded (1) very
challenging, he was put into the slow learner group, this self-perception response
overriding the teacher ranking. Similarly, if the missionary's response was (7) very easy,
they are automatically put into the fast learner category.
The Exit Questionnaire (see Appendix D) included two open-ended questions that
helped the missionaries express their concerns: "What concerns do you have, if any,
about learning through the use of computers?" and "What suggestions, if any, do you
have for the TALL program?" This questionnaire also addressed issues such as if they
felt the computer helped them work at their own pace, if they felt that computer bugs
inhibited their learning, and what aspects of the TALL software were most helpful for the
subject (i.e., grammar, listening, vocabulary, etc.). Appendix E contains several of the
questions used in the guided interviews. Interviews were conducted with missionaries
chosen because of certain characteristics. Namely, those with highest or lowest teacher
rankings, extensive or very little language learning experience, or extensive or very little
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computer experience were interviewed. This provided the researcher with the
opportunity to receive one-on-one responses with the more extreme subjects in the
sample.
Procedures
Data were collected from 10 groups during each group's two-month program.
The entire data collection lasted for approximately five months. The above-mentioned
instruments were administered to each group of missionaries during their nine-week
study program. The Background Questionnaire was administered during the first week of
the missionary's stay, the rankings were taken after the first two weeks, and the Exit
Questionnaire was given in the last week of the program. Interviews were also conducted
during the last week of their stay at the MTC.
The background information and the teacher rankings aided the researcher in
determining slow and fast learners. Each subject was ranked in comparison to fellow
missionaries in the same class. Every missionary was assigned an adjusted ranking to
account for different class sizes. For example, a missionary ranked 5th out of 8
missionaries was assigned the adjusted ranking of 5/8 or 0.625 while another missionary
ranked 5th out of 12 missionaries had an adjusted ranking of 5/12 or 0.417. With adjusted
rankings, all 268 missionaries could be compared and the lowest and highest quartiles
could be determined. Subjects with adjusted rankings of at least 0.78 were in the lower
25% and were labeled slower learners while those who had adjusted rankings of 0.34 or
less were in the upper 25% and were therefore labeled faster learners. Those with
adjusted rankings between 0.34 and 0.78 made up the middle 50% and were labeled
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average learners. If any subject responded to the question regarding how challenging the
language is for them to learn (see Appendix B, question #10) as very challenging (1),
they were automatically put in the slow learner group and any subjects rating the
language as very easy (7), were moved into the fast learner group. Seven subjects were
moved into the slow learner group though their adjusted rankings were between 0.34 and
0.78, because they rated the language as very challenging, while no other subjects
switched learner rate category based on the challenge background questionnaire item.
Table 2 shows the percentage of subjects that fit into each category. This break down of
learner rate was done in preparation for later analyses. Neither missionaries nor teachers
knew about the learner ability groups.
Table 2
Summary of Subjects by Learner Rate
Learner Rate

Number of Subjects

Percentage of Subjects

Slow

66

24.6%

Average

136

50.7%

Fast

66

24.6%

After the data were collected, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation was run
comparing the rankings and levels (slow, average, and fast) with the learner selfperception measures, of how challenging the language is and how well the subjects do in
school work (see Appendix B, question #7). Though these correlation coefficients (see
Table 3) are only between .25 and .51, the fact that these are non-performance measures,
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still gives confidence in the method used to divide the subjects into groups of slow and
fast learners.
Table 3
Correlations between ranking, level, language difficulty, and school ability.
Language difficulty N=268

School ability

N=267

Adjusted Ranking

.45972

p=0.0001

.26167

p=0.0001

Level

.50675

p=0.0001

.31430

p=0.0001

Categorization
Concern data were collected from a pilot study conducted at the MTC from
September 1998 through May 1999. These data included 150 missionaries studying
Spanish. The open-ended responses were categorized by theme and the following
taxonomy in Table 4 arose from the existing comments. A similar taxonomy was
expected to follow from the collection of data for this study as well. However, some new
categories (*) did arise from the final data collection process and are included in the
taxonomy shown below. The examples listed provide a feel for what type of concerns
were included in each category. The category of None included either when subjects
actually wrote, "No concerns" or "None" or if they only responded positively and did not
express any concerns. The No Response category recorded how many subjects simply
did not respond and left the open-ended questions blank.
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Table 4
Taxonomy of Learner Concerns
Concern Category
Learner Differences*
Time & Pacing
Instruction*
Learner Control
Interaction*
Graphics*
Boredom/
Lack of variety
Difficulty*
Feedback
Review/Test
Grammar
Vocabulary/Phrases
Listening Comprehension
Read/Write
Tasks/Discussions*
Dialectal Differences*
Technology
Create
None
No Response

Example
"Some people can't learn this way"
"I didn't have enough time to do everything"
"The programs were not explained well enough"
"Sometimes it won't let me review more grammar"
"Could use more interactive parts"
"Identify vocabulary by pictures"
"The process got a little repetitious. Boredom is my
only concern"
"Start off easier and work up to difficult"
"They don't give good feedback"
"The ability to review all areas"
"A lot of grammar was wrong"
"Doesn't seem like we learn anything but vocabulary"
"Shorten the listening comprehension!"
"Make certain activities for writing sentences"
"The tasks are too general"
"I am going to Portugal. About 90-95% of the program
is for Brazil"
"The computer system needs the bugs worked out of it"
"More organization in the Create program"
"No concerns, the computers really helped me"
No comments given
Analysis

Once the data were gathered from the open-ended questions, the researcher
categorized the concerns into groups by types of concerns, according to the taxonomy
developed through the pilot study performed from May through July 1999. Then, using
this taxonomy, two other raters also categorized a random 25% of the data into respective
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categories. A 75-82% inter-rater reliability was found for the placement of that data.
Differences in categorization were then discussed with each rater and a 97-99% reliability
was reached. Though the raters were given explicit directions, the researcher found that
most of the categorization discrepancies resulted from a lack of exposure to the TALL
software. The researcher then reevaluated the categorization of all the data to reflect the
feedback given by the additional raters.
Originally, the research focused on the change in the learner concerns throughout
the nine-week program. However, during the Russian pilot study (MTC 1999a), it
became apparent that throughout such a short (nine week) program, learner concerns did
not appear to change significantly. However, the concerns gathered from the Spanish
pilot study, consisting of 150 missionaries, provided some intriguing results with respect
to the slower and faster learners. The researcher then decided to change the major focus
of concerns from the change in concerns over time, to differences in the concerns of slow
and fast learners. This not only appeared more significant in terms of results, but was
also more significant to the ongoing development and implementation of the TALL
program at the MTC.
The concerns were analyzed by type and frequency of concerns in the different
categories. Chi-square analyses were run on the data in two ways. First, the data were
organized comparing total frequencies of concerns for each category from different target
languages. Second, the concerns were grouped with respect to learner rate for each target
language. Analyses of variance were also run to see the effect of gender and learner rate
on the Likert scale questions on the Exit Questionnaire (see Appendix D, Parts 2 & 4).
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Then, analyses of covariance were run to look at the influence of target language, learner
rate, language experience, and computer experience. The results from these analyses are
presented in Chapter 4.

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The primary purpose of this inquiry was to discover what concerns missionaries
have with respect to TALL. Other questions to address were what similarities and
differences exist between the concerns of missionaries learning different languages and
how those concerns differ for slower and faster learners. Additional investigation was
made concerning the effects of gender, language experience and computer experience on
the missionary concerns.
In order to answer these questions, two forms of data are discussed in this chapter.
First, the frequencies of open-ended comments, and second, the responses to Likert scale
questions (Parts 2 & 4 of the Exit Questionnaire) created from the concerns gathered in
the pilot for this study.
Frequency of Learner Concerns
After the types of concerns expressed by TALL learners had been identified (see
Table 4, Chapter 3), the frequency with which learners expressed these types of concerns
in the final data collection was calculated. From these final data and categories of
concerns, a more general taxonomy could be determined. These four broader categories;
Instructional, Language, Software, and None, helped group each subcategory such as can
be seen in Table 5. Instructional concerns include the first ten specific categories listed in
the table. These concerns seemed related because they dealt with similar issues such as
learner preferences of time, pacing, control, variety, difficulty, interaction, etc. The
researcher also felt that how the computer provides feedback or opportunities to review
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material or to be tested were also more instructional issues than linguistic ones.
Language categories were those that dealt with a particular linguistic aspect of the
software, of which there are six specific categories. For example, specific programs
within TALL are dedicated to learning grammar, vocabulary, and language tasks.
Listening, reading, writing, and dealing with dialectal differences also were specific
linguistic aspects of the program. Software concerns dealt with different types of issues
such as availability of computer labs, computer malfunctions, and the Create program
designed to allow missionaries to experiment with the language and be creative.
Software concerns fit into one of the two specific categories of Technology or Create.
The None category helped define those comments that were not concerns or when a
subject chose not to respond to the question. Totals for each of the four general
categories were also recorded.
From the 268 subjects involved in this study, 585 concerns were recorded and
then categorized. Table 5 shows the frequencies of the types of concerns noted. Most of
the concerns fell within the general instructional category (41.2%). Within the
Instructional category, Boredom/Lack of variety (9.0%) seemed to be the major concern
as well as those of Time and Pacing (6.5%) and Review/Test (6.5%). Though 48 of the
585 statements were not concerns (8.2%), only 25 of the 268 subjects chose not to
respond. The four categories are listed vertically starting with the most frequent to least
frequently mentioned concerns. Within each general category, the specific categories are
also ranked, according to the total concerns expressed by all subjects.
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Table 5
Number of Concerns Expressed by Subjects of Different Target Languages

Categories of Concerns
TOTAL
Instructional
Boredom/Lack of variety
Time & Pacing
Review/Test
Learner Control
Feedback
Learner Differences
Graphics
Instruction
Interaction
Difficulty
Language
Vocabulary/Phrases
Grammar
Listening Comprehension
Dialectal Differences
Tasks/Discussions
ReadAVrite
Software
Technology
Create
None
None
No Response

Portuguese

TOTAL

Spanish

n

%

n

%

n

100
41.2
9.0
6.5
6.5
5.3
3.8
2.7
2.4
2.2
1.0
1.0
28.5
10.8
9.7
2.9
2.6
1.7
0.8
22.1
17.6
4.4
8.2
4.3
3.9

340
147
42
22
24
20
10
9
10
3
1
6
91
34
38
12
0
4
3
67
52
15
35
18
17

100
43.2
12.4
6.5
7.1
5.9
2.9
2.6
2.9
0.9
0.3
1.8
26.8
10.0
11.2
3.5
0.0
1.2
0.9
19.7
15.3
4.4
10.3
5.3
5.0

82
22
4
5
4
3
1
2
2
1
0
0
31
7
7
1
15
1
0
26
23
3
3
2
1

585
241
57
38
38
31
22
16
14
13
6
6
167
63
57
17
15
10
5
129
103
26
48
25
23

Japanese

Russian

%

n

%

n

%

100
26.8
4.9
6.1
4.9
3.7
1.2
2.4
2.4
1.2
0.0
0.0
37.8
8.5
8.5
1.2
18.3
1.2
0.0
31.7
28.0
3.7
3.7
2.4
1.2

136
66
11
9
10
8
10
3
1
9
0
0
32
19
5
4
0
2
2
29
21
8
9
4
5

100
48.5
8.1
6.6
7.4
5.9
7.4
2.2
0.7
6.6
0.0
0.0
23.5
14.0
3.7
2.9
0.0
1.5
1.5
21.3
15.4
5.9
6.6
2.9
3.7

27
6
0
2
0
0
1
2
1
0
0
0
13
3
7
0
0
3
0
7
7
0
1
1
0

100
22.2
0.0
7.4
0.0
0.0
3.7
7.4
3.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
48.1
11.1
26.0
0.0
0.0
3.7
0.0
26.0
26.0
0.0
3.7
3.7
0.0

This first table also shows the concerns separated by the learners' target
languages. Major issues of concern for the Spanish learners were Technology (15.3%)
and Boredom/Lack of variety (12.4%) as well as Grammar (11.2%) and
Vocabulary/Phrases (10.0%), while the Portuguese learners were mainly concerned with
Technology (28.0%) issues and those dealing with Dialect Differences (18.3%) within
their program. The Japanese learners' principal concerns were somewhat different as
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well: Technology (15.4%) and Vocabulary /Phrases (14.0%). The Russian learners,
though only a sample of nine missionaries, had more Language (48.1%) concerns than
Instructional (22.2%) concerns, but seem mostly concerned in the areas of Grammar
(26.0%) and Technology (26.0%).
With the concern categories listed vertically by greatest to least common
concerns, it is easy to note which categories were more important areas of concern in
some languages than in others. For example, issues of difficulty were more important for
the Spanish learners and instructional issues appeared more important for the Japanese
learners than for others. Learners of Spanish and Japanese were far more concerned
about the Listening Comprehension aspects of the program than were learners of
Portuguese or Russian.
Another way of organizing the data, shown in Table 6, is by the learner rate. This
method of separating the learners into groups of slow, average, and fast learners was
explicitly discussed in Chapter 3. The divisions are influenced both by the teachers and
the learners themselves. The slow learners consist of the lowest quartile, the average
learners the middle half, and the fast learners the upper quartile. Therefore, it is
important to note that the number of concerns is greatest for the average learners, because
those concerns come from half the total sample size of 268 subjects. The major concerns
of faster and slower learners appear to be fairly similar. The general category of
Instructional concerns (45.3-48.0%) is largest for both slow and fast learners, and their
specific area of greatest concern is Technology (15.1-15.5%). However, while most of
the frequencies within specific categories are similar for slow and fast learners, it would
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appear that fast learners have more than twice as many concerns about Learner Control
and four times as many about Review/Test issues.
As in Table 5, the categories in this table are also ranked within each of the four
general categories to correspond with those categories of concerns which were most
frequently expressed to those least mentioned, by all of the subjects.
Table 6
Number of Concerns Expressed by Subjects of Different Learning Levels

Categories of Concerns
TOTAL
Instructional
Boredom/Lack of variety
Time & Pacing
Review/Test
Learner Control
Feedback
Learner Differences
Graphics
Instruction
Interaction
Difficulty
Language
Vocabulary/Phrases
Grammar
Listening Comprehension
Dialectal Differences
Tasks/Discussions
Read/Write
Software
Technology
Create
None
None
No Response

Fast

Average

Slow
n

%

n

139
63
18
14
3
5
7
5
6
3
0
2
36
15
12
4
3
1
1
28
21
7
12
7
5

100
45.3
12.9
10.1
2.2
3.6
5.0
3.6
4.3
2.2
0.0
1.4
25.9
10.8
8.6
2.9
2.2
0.7
0.7
20.1
15.1
5.0
8.6
5.0
3.6

298
107
26
14
21
15
9
6
4
7
4
1
90
32
30
8
8
8
4
75
59
16
26
14
12

%
100
35.9
8.7
4.7
7.0
5.0
3.0
2.0
1.3
2.3
1.3
0.3
30.2
10.7
10.1
2.7
2.7
2.7
1.3
25.2
19.8
5.4
8.7
4.7
4.0

n

%

148
71
13
10
14
11
6
5
4
3
2
3
41
16
15
5
4
1
0
26
23
3
10
4
6

100
48.0
8.8
6.8
9.5
7.4
4.1
3.4
2.7
2.0
1.4
2.0
27.7
10.8
10.1
3.4
2.7
0.7
0.0
19.6
15.5
2.0
6.8
2.7
4.1
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Once again, deviations in the ranking of concerns of all the subjects can be easily
noted in Table 6. For example, not only are the slow learners less concerned than the fast
learners about Review/Test and Learner Control issues, but these areas are of less concern
to slow learners than all the learners.
As stated in Chapter 3, Chi-Square analyses were run on both the frequency data
in Table 5 and 6. However, because of expected frequencies that often fell below five,
especially within the Russian group, some categories had to be eliminated and the Chisquares were re-run. Despite the differences in frequencies of concerns between the slow
and fast learners, like discussed in relation to Table 6, none of the Chi-Square analyses
run, comparing the amount of concerns of learners of different rates, resulted with
significant differences.
In the analysis of frequencies by target language and category, several significant
differences did result. This first test was run with only Spanish, Portuguese, and Japanese
groups and the six categories listed in Table 7, because of expected frequencies less than
five. This Chi-square was significant (x 2 =l9.027, df=10,p=0.040) and the post hoc
analysis showed that the greatest differences that resulted were in the concerns of the
Japanese and Portuguese learners. The Japanese learners had a significantly smaller
amount of concerns about the grammar aspects of the TALL program, yet more than the
amount of expected concerns about learning vocabulary and phrases through the
computer. Portuguese learners expressed significantly more technology concerns than
would be expected, but less concerns about the program being boring or lacking variety.
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Table 7
Frequency of Concerns by Specific Category to Target Language
Spanish

Portuguese

Japanese

Total

Time & Pacing

22'
22.652

5
5.34

9
8.01

36

Boredom/Lack of Variety

42
35.86

4
8.46

11
12.69

57

Review/Test

24
23.91

4
5.64

10
8.46

38

Grammar

38
31.45

7
7.42

5
11.13

50

Vocabulary/Phrases

34
37.74

7
8.90

19
13.35

60

Technology

52
60.39

21
21.36

96

75

337

Total
212
Chi-Square df=10 Value = 19.027 p= 0.040
l=observed frequency
2=expected frequency

23
14.24
50

The last two significant Chi-Square analyses run on target languages and concern
categories looked at the four general categories. Once again, because of low expected
frequencies, (this time between the Russian group and the None category), both the
Russian group and the None category were each left out, in turn and both of the tests were
run. First, the frequencies of all four language groups for the Instructional, Language,
and Software categories were used (x2=19.580, df=6,p=0.003). The post hoc analysis
indicated that the greatest differences were with the Portuguese and Russian learners.
Portuguese learners had less instructional concerns than expected, but more software
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concerns, while Russian learners also expressed less instructional concerns but more
language concerns than were expected.
Table 8
Frequency of Concerns by General Category to Target Language
Spanish

Portuguese

Japanese

Russian

Total

1471
140.072

22
35.45

66
57.00

6
11.67

241

Language

91
97.06

31
24.57

32
39.50

13
8.09

167

Software

67
74.97

26
18.26

29
30.51

7
6.25

129

127

26

537

Instructional

Total
305
79
Chi-Square df=6 Value = 19.580 p= 0.003
1 =observed frequency
2=expected frequency

The other Chi-Square was run with all four general categories, while eliminating
the Russian group frequencies. These observed and expected frequencies are recorded in
Table 9 and were also significant (x2=l 8.502, df=6,p=0.005). The greatest differences
found in the post hoc analysis were in the Portuguese concerns, in the Instructional area
and in the other three categories as well. These learners once again seem to have
expressed more software concerns than expected, as well as more language concerns.
However, the amount of instructional concerns or no concerns at all, were less than
expected.
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Table 9
Frequency of Concerns by General Category to Target Language
Spanish

Portuguese

Japanese

Total

1471
143.192

22
34.53

66
57.25

235

Language

91
93.84

31
22.63

32
37.53

154

Software

67
74.34

26
17.93

29
29.73

122

None

35
28.64

3
6.91

9
11.46

47

82

136

558

Instructional

Total
340
Chi-Square df=6 Value = 18.502;p= 0.005
l=observed frequency
2=expected frequency

Concern Questionnaire Item Responses
The Exit Questionnaire (see Appendix D) not only solicited open-ended responses
from the subjects, but also gave them the opportunity to respond to specific issues and
aspects of the TALL program. These Likert scale items were created in response to
concerns reported by subjects in the pilot study. The pilot revealed concerns such as too
much or not enough time in the computer lab, not enough control over computer activities
and content, and boredom, to name a few. The researcher designed these questions to
determine how most subjects felt about these concerns, even though they may not have
discussed such issues in their open-ended responses. Additionally important to the
research questions was if slow and fast learners differed in their responses to these issues.
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The average responses of the subjects are recorded in Tables 10 and 11. Table 10
contains the items addressing several different issues. Items have been reversed such that
a higher number (between 1 and 5) corresponds with a more favorable response. Overall
responses show that most learners are concerned about having enough options on the
computer and receiving more teacher feedback as well. From their responses, slow
learners seem to be more affected by bugs and computer problems, get bored easier, do
not feel they have enough time on some computer activities, and need more control of the
activities than do fast learners, who are more concerned about having enough options.
Table 10
Average Response of Slow and Fast Learners on Concern Questionnaire Items
Questionnaire Item

Slow

Fast

All

Frequent computer problems inhibit learning

2.88

3.33

3.10

Computer goes at a pace that works well for me

3.55

3.95

3.82

I enjoy working on the computer

4.15

4.35

4.29

Amount of variety sufficient

3.58

3.38

3.55

Computer helps me work independently

4.17

4.33

4.35

Need more options as I work on computer

2.85

2.71

2.79

Feedback from computer is helpful

3.11

3.00

3.05

Sometimes teachers don't understand TALL

3.55

3.65

3.63

I get bored easily when I work on computer

2.82

3.32

3.11

Teachers are accessible and have time to help

3.79

3.98

3.90

Not enough time on some computer activities

2.77

3.62

3.19

Like to receive more feedback from teachers

2.39

2.15

2.29

Need more control of computer activities

2.95

3.12

3.07
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The items listed in Table 11 address different aspects of the TALL program and
how helpful each area was or would be for the learners. The first six items are aspects of
the current program, while the last eight items are suggestions from subjects in the pilot
study that are not presently available in the TALL software.
Table 11
Average Response of Slow and Fast Learners on Helpfulness Questionnaire Items
Likert Scale: l=Not Very Helpful 5=Extremely Helpful
Questionnaire Item

Slow

Fast

All

One-on-one teacher practice

4.14

4.39

4.23

Language task program

3.33

3.61

3.51

Vocabulary/Phrases program

3.85

3.92

3.88

Grammar program

3.58

3.85

3.70

Listening Comprehension program

3.42

3.79

3.44

Create your own program

2.27

2.02

2.16

Online Dictionary

4.22

3.95

4.07

Graphics/pictures in vocabulary program

3.73

3.47

3.55

Ability to input own content

3.69

3.91

3.80

More control over review

3.71

3.85

3.71

More one-on-one practices with teacher

3.48

3.56

3.42

More grammar explanation

3.70

3.45

3.45

More grammar practice

3.94

3.97

3.96

More structure in the Create program

3.27

2.94

3.18
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Overall, learners found one-on-one practice with the teacher and the
Vocabulary/Phrases program to be the most helpful, while the Create your own program
was rated the least helpful. Slow learners were more likely to want an Online Dictionary
and Graphics as well as more explanations in the Grammar program and more structure in
the Create program. The fast learners rated that the ability to input one's own content and
to have more control over review activities as the more helpful additional items suggested
for TALL than did slow learners.
Analyses of variance were also performed on the questionnaire items in Tables 10
and 11 for influence of gender differences. These tests showed no significant difference
between the responses based on gender.
Research questions indicate a look at the effect of several variables on learner
concerns, and so analyses of covariance were also run. The variables of learner rate,
target language, and previous computer experience showed significance on certain items,
however, the learner rate and target language interaction and previous language
experience never showed significance. Therefore, additional analyses of covariance were
performed without these influences to focus only on the effects of learner rate and target
language, with previous computer experience as a covariate.
Several significant relationships resulted. The first one, shown in Table 12, shows
significant differences based on all three variables on the item Frequent computer
problems inhibit learning. The previous computer experience variable is continuous data,
while learner rate is ordinal (slow, average, fast) and the target language groups are
nominal (Spanish, Portuguese, Japanese, and Russian). It is also important to note that
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the Russian sample size is only nine, while the other groups contain at least 29 subjects.
The significant differences for this first item occur between slow and fast learners and the
Spanish learners in comparison to the other three groups. Slow learners were more
bothered by computer problems and Spanish learners were the least concerned of the
language groups.
Table 12
Analyses of Covariance on item: Frequent computer problems inhibit learning
Source

df

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F value

p-value

Model

6

50.831

8.472

7.45

0.0001

Learner Rate

2

7.801

3.901

3.43

0.0338

Target Language

3

36.044

12.015

10.57

0.0001

Computer Experience

1

4.9262

4.926

4.33

0.0383

261

296.646

1.1366

Error

Results of the second item; Computer goes at apace that works well for me, are
recorded in Table 13. The computer experience variable did not appear significant for
this item, but learner rate and target language did. The slow learners were significantly
less likely to agree on this item about pacing than both the fast and average learners.
With respect to language group, the Japanese learners were also significantly less likely
to agree that the computer went at a pace that worked well for them than the learners of
the other three languages.
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Table 13
Analyses of Covariance on item: Computer goes at a pace that works well for me
Source

df

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F value

p-value

Model

6

18.597

3.100

3.83

0.0011

Learner Rate

2

8.274

4.137

5.11

0.0067

Target Language

3

9.344

3.115

3.85

0.0101

Computer Experience

1

0.187

0.187

0.23

0.6309

261

211.294

0.810

Error

Table 14 shows the results based on the item concerning boredom on the
computer. Once again, the slow learners are significantly more effected by boredom than
either the fast or average learners. Also, the Russian learners appear to not get bored as
easily as the Spanish and Japanese learners, but with the small Russian sample, no
definite conclusions should be drawn with regard to target language on this item.
Table 14
Analyses of Covariance on item: I get bored easily when I work on computer
Source

df

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F value

/7-value

Model

6

23.324

3.887

2.86

0.0104

Learner Rate

2

8.991

4.495

3.30

0.0383

Target Language

3

13.591

4.530

3.33

0.0202

Computer Experience

1

0.256

0.256

0.19

0.6648

260

353.822

1.361

Error
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Concerning the item; Not enough time on some computer activities, the only
significance was found between learner rates (see Table 15). The fast learners were
significantly less concerned about time on activities than both the slow and average
learners and the slow learners were significantly more concerned than average learners as
well.
Table 15
Analyses ofCovariance on item: Not enough time on some computer activities
Source

df

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F value

p-value

Model

6

32.010

5.335

4.41

0.0003

Learner Rate

2

24.074

12.037

9.94

0.0001

Target Language

3

7.879

2.626

2.17

0.0921

Computer Experience

1

0.645

0.645

0.53

0.4662

261

316.031

1.211

Error

Significant relationships were also found between learner rate and target language
on the item about working independently through the computer (see Table 16). Slow
learners are significantly more concerned than average learners. Also, the Japanese
learners disagree with this statement significantly more than the learners of Spanish or
Portuguese.
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Table 16
Analyses of Covariance on item: Computer helps me work independently
Source

df

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F value

p-value

Model

6

11.667

1.945

3.33

0.0036

Learner Rate

2

6.182

3.091

5.29

0.0056

Target Language

3

4.552

1.517

2.59

0.0530

Computer Experience

1

0.184

0.184

0.31

0.5751

261

152.613

0.585

Error

As shown in Table 17, the only significant relationship found with the item about
needing more options on the computer was caused by the amount of previous computer
experience.
Table 17
Analyses of Covariance on item: Need more options as I work on computer
Source

df

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F value

p-value

Model

6

21.279

3.547

3.32

0.0036

Learner Rate

2

0.476

0.238

0.22

0.8004

Target Language

3

4.742

1.581

1.48

0.2206

Computer Experience

1

15.916

15.916

14.90

0.0001

260

277.799

1.068

Error

Learner Profiles
Approximately two interviews were performed from every class of 8 to 12
missionaries. In addition, all 9 of the Russian learners were interviewed since their
sample size was so small. A total of 59 interviews were performed. These interviewees
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were chosen because of extreme characteristics that set them apart from others in their
class, such as the highest or lowest rankings, or extensive or very little previous language
or computer experience. In total, 30 Spanish learners were interviewed, 6 Portuguese, 14
Japanese, and 9 Russian. The amount of slow and fast learners from each target language
are summarized in Table 18. Though only 24% of the interviews were with fast learners
while 34% were with slow learners, there were enough subjects in each group for the
researcher to gain a more personal understanding of the slow and fast learners' concerns
about TALL. The interview notes from the fast and slow learners were reviewed for
common trends of which the following profiles are a result.
Table 18
Summary of Subjects Interviewed
Slow Learners

Average Learners

Fast Learners

Total

Spanish

12

12

6

30

Portuguese

2

3

1

6

Japanese

4

5

5

14

Russian

2

2

2

9

Total

20

14

14

59

Target Language

The Slow Learner. The slow learner type tends to have some previous second
language learning experience, but feels like whatever vocabulary and other linguistic
knowledge (usually in Spanish) that he still remembers from high school only helped him
minimally or for the first week. The slow learner also enjoys the computer programs that
provide definitions at the click of the computer mouse and thinks that an online
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dictionary is a must in TALL. They feel that being able to work at one's own pace is
beneficial, because they admit that not everyone is at the same level nor learns the same
way they do. Despite being able to work independently on the computer, they still feel
like the requirements and curriculum schedule are often intimidating or more than they
can keep up with.
The Fast Learner. The fast learner type tends to have more extensive foreign
language experience, especially college level formal language learning in addition to any
high school classes he took. The fast learner also enjoys going at his own pace when he
learns and having the freedom to choose some aspects of what he learns, but gets
frustrated with overly repetitive drills and having to do it the computer's way. He does
tend to enjoy having his knowledge tested to see what he knows and to gage his progress.
The fast learner thrives on hearing native voices on the computer and desires more reallife interaction.
Qualitative Contrast
Reading the actual open-ended responses written by the learners was, in the eyes
of the researcher, the most informative process of any in this study. Beyond the person to
person interviews, reviewing these written responses provided the researcher with other
clues about the contrasting characteristics of slow and fast learners. The following is a
description of the qualitative differences noted through the open-ended responses of all
the learners in the study.
One subtle, but reoccurring difference in the phraseology of these concerns, was
in the pronouns used my slow and fast learners. Slow learners are more likely to use the
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personal pronoun "I," while the fast learners tended to either use the second person
pronoun "you," or other phrases such as "some people," "someone," or "the learner." For
example, in the category about learner differences, slow learners might say, "I don't learn
as well this way," when the fast learner expresses the same idea by saying, "Some people
can't learn this way." This interesting difference could mean several things. Perhaps the
slower learners are more humble or willing to admit that something does not seem to help
them. Regardless of the reason for this difference, it shows that slow learners' concerns
focus more on themselves, while fast learners are concerned with issues that they tend to
view independent of themselves.
Outside of the frequencies of concerns for slow and fast learners, qualitative
differences exist in the actual concerns as well. For example, with respect to time and
pacing, slow learners tend to remark that there is not enough time, or that they feel
pushed or rushed through activities. Fast learners mention that there is either too much or
not enough time for certain activities, pointing out that the time needs to be more
appropriately allocated. Slow learners' concerns about difficulty suggest that exercises
need to start off easier and work up to more difficult and fast learners mention that a lot
of the exercises are too easy or that they want opportunities to create harder sentences.
Concerns about feedback also focused on somewhat different aspects for slow and fast
learners. Slow learners noted that with the computer, no one is there to check up on you
and the computer does not tell you why a problem was missed, but simply provides the
correct answer. Fast learners expressed that you can not ask a computer questions and
that it helped more to talk with natives and teachers. While fast learners did not mention
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the Create program as much, slow learners wrote that they did not know how to use the
program. On the other hand, slow learners did not express many concerns dealing with
reviewing and testing, while fast learners stated that they do not want to see the same
problems more than once if they missed it, but would like more access to review words of
their choice, and requested more opportunities to be tested. These expressions of
concerns portray how the concerns and needs of slow and fast learners are distinctly
different.

CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS
The focus of this study was to ascertain first what concerns exist among learners
in the TALL program, and second, how those concerns differ among learners of four
different target languages as well as for learners of slower and faster language learning
abilities. The four hypotheses, stated as null hypotheses in Chapter 2, are discussed in
this chapter.
First Hypothesis
The first null hypothesis was that there is no significant difference in the concerns
of missionaries learning different languages. As results in Chapter 4 showed, some
significant differences did exist between the concerns of the learners of the different
target languages. While Spanish and Japanese learners seemed mostly concerned about
instructional issues, Portuguese and Russian learners' concerns were more often about
language issues. Because Spanish and Portuguese are linguistically closer, it might be
expected that the learners of those languages might have similar concerns. However, the
largest specific category of concerns for Portuguese learners was Dialectal Differences,
while no other learners had this type of concern. These learners of Portuguese were all
preparing to live in Portugal and they expressed their concern that the language they were
learning was more applicable to the Brazilian usage of Portuguese than that of Portugal.
The learners of Spanish, Japanese, and Russian were not aware of any possible dialectal
differences between the language instruction they received and the language spoken in
their mission country. The subjects going to Portugal often have a teacher who is from
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Portugal or who lived in there. However, the learners of Spanish will encounter several
differences between the Spanish they learn in the MTC and the Spanish spoken by natives
in the country where they will serve, but the chances that their teachers would have lived
in the country where they are going, is very slim. Because there are only two major
dialectal differences that the Portuguese learners will encounter, teachers try to teach
them the differences, and so they become more noticeable to the learners.
From the Chi-Square post hoc analyses, several significant differences based on
target language were also noted. Japanese learners were significantly less concerned
about the Grammar program but significantly less concerned about the
Vocabulary/Phrases program than would be expected. The researcher's conclusion about
this difference comes from both the open-ended comments about the Vocabulary/Phrases
program and the responses to the Likert scale questions about how helpful different
aspects of the program were. On the questionnaire, subjects were asked to rate the
helpfulness of each program, including the Vocabulary/Phrases program. The Japanese
learners often tried to divide the vocabulary program from the phrases program on the
questionnaire to rate them separately. They commented that while the vocabulary
program was helpful, the phrases sections were not. They found the straight vocabulary
drills very helpful, but found that the exercises on phrases used too many unknown
words. Japanese learners were concerned that they would just memorize the meaning of
the phrase, but that it did not help them acquire the ability to use any of those words in
their own language.

Another difference was that the Portuguese learners had significantly more
concerns about Technology issues and less about becoming bored or not having enough
variety. A major trend in those technological concerns was the lack of working computer
labs being available. The Japanese program is fairly small, and classes can normally find
the same lab room available in their part of the building. The Spanish program is so large
that classes rotate between the use of two assigned classrooms and a specific computer
lab, so availability is even less of a problem for Spanish learners. However, the
missionaries going to Portugal shared their lab rooms with the missionaries going to
Brazil and did not have assigned lab rooms. Their classrooms were also situated closest
to the older computer labs and so the chances of computer malfunctions or other bugs
were more likely for these learners. The Russian group was not included in this ChiSquare analysis.
Several analyses of covariance were run looking, among other things, for the
effect of target language on the concerns responded to through the Likert scale
questionnaire items. With respect to the issue of computer problems, the Spanish group
seemed the least concerned about these problems inhibiting their learning. This may be
because the Spanish TALL program has been in existence for over 5 years and most of
the software problems could be worked out already, whereas the Portuguese and Russian
programs are newer. The Japanese program has been in existence about as long as the
Spanish program, but since the amount of Japanese learners using TALL is extremely
small in comparison to Spanish, perhaps many of the bugs and other computer problems
are still unresolved for this language group.

50
Another difference was found between the responses of the Japanese learners in
response to whether the computer goes at a pace that works well for them. Japanese
learners seem less likely to agree with this statement. Also, the Russian learners
evidently do not get as bored as easily working on the computer as Spanish and Japanese
learners. Once again, the Russian sample size is probably too small to base any
conclusions on that test. Japanese learners also tend to disagree more than Spanish or
Portuguese learners that the computer helps them work independently. From working
with learners of these languages in the TALL program, the researcher does not know of
any possible reasons behind these differences. However, all of the differences mentioned
do point towards an obvious difference in the concerns of learners of different target
languages.
Second Hypothesis
The second null hypothesis was that there would be no significant difference in
the concerns of slower and faster learners. Though no significant differences occurred
from the Chi-Square analyses, certain differences in concerns were significant through
the analyses of covariance. The analyses of covariance showed that slow learners were
significantly more concerned about computer problems, the computer going at a pace that
worked well for them, getting bored easily on the computers, and not having enough time
on some computer activities. Learner rate was also a significant factor in the analysis of
covariance dealing with whether the computer helps the learner work independently.
Slow learners do not feel the computer helps them work independently as much as
average learners.
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Many of these concerns were also evident through the interviews with slow
learners, as reflected in the learner profiles in Chapter 4. Other differences between slow
and fast learners were also shown in the profiles. Slow learners appeared to be more
concerned about having definitions of individual words available while fast learners
seemed to thrive on real-life applications, like hearing native voices through the software.
Fast learners did not appear to like overly repetitive drills, but mentioned the benefits of
being tested more than slow learners. Another major difference was that though both
slow and fast learners enjoyed working at their own pace, slow learners emphasized that
not everyone learns at the same level nor in the same way while the fast learners
remarked on how they enjoyed the freedom provided through working at their own pace.
Other interesting differences between the concerns of fast and slow learners were
noted by the researcher simply in the phraseology of the concerns. The subtle, but
reoccurring difference in the pronouns usage of slow and fast learners helped the
researcher see perhaps some of the character differences between these two types of
learners. The two following expressions: "I don't learn as well this way," and "Some
people can't learn this way," send different messages to a teacher about the needs of
these two learners. The researcher would conclude from this pattern, an indication that
slow learners' concerns focus more on themselves, while fast learners are concerned with
issues that they tend to view independent of themselves.
Third Hypothesis
The third null hypothesis was that previous language experience would not have a
significant effect on the concerns of the learners. The analyses for covariance showed no
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significant difference on Likert item responses based on previous language experience,
and so the analyses were re-run without this covariate. The only other comparison done
with respect to previous language experience, was a Pearson Product Moment Correlation
between language experience and learner rate. A correlation was found, but the variable
of language experience did not appear significant in the analyses of covariance. The only
other evidence from this study to reject this null hypothesis, comes from the interviews of
slow and fast learners. The slow learners interviewed generally had studied a language in
high school but felt that they had either forgotten what they had learned or that it had not
helped them much in their language learning experience at the MTC, while the fast
learners were more likely to have studied another language in college. With this in mind,
perhaps some concerns that are true of slow learners might also be true of learners
without much previous language experience and what applies to fast learners may also
hold true for learners with more language learning experience. However, no statistically
significant evidence from this study can prove that previous language experience has an
effect on learner concerns about technology language learning.
Fourth Hypothesis
The fourth null hypothesis was that previous computer experience would not have
a significant effect on the concerns of the learners. The analyses of covariance run on the
Likert scale questions showed a significant influence of computer experience as a
covariate with respect to two concern issues. Learners were less concerned with
computer problems inhibiting their learning if they had more previous computer
experience. Also, learners with different amounts of computer experience answered
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differently as to whether or not they needed more options on the computer. Interviewees
were sometimes chosen based on very little or extensive experience with computers.
Despite these differences in experience, all of the subjects interviewed appeared to think
the software was user-friendly and that their previous experience did not necessarily help
or hinder their language learning. Therefore, though computer experience appears to
have an influence on some concerns about technology, it would appear that the subjects
in this study did not feel computer experience was a prerequisite for learning a language
through TALL.
Gender
Another question investigated through this study was the influence of gender on
the learner concerns. Analyses of variance were performed on the Likert scale
questionnaire items to determine any effect gender had on these concerns. None of the
analyses of variance proved significant. No other analyses were performed to look at the
possible effect of gender. However, it would appear that gender is not a significant factor
in learner concern differences with respect to the use of technology in language learning.
Implications of Research
Four major implications can be noted based on the results from this research:
1. In the eyes of the researcher, the most important implication of this study is that
technology should be adaptable for different learners who have different concerns and
therefore different needs as they go about learning a language. Not only do these needs
differ among learners of different languages, but learners of different rates. Just as CALL
developers can adapt software to meet the needs of learners of different languages, they
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can also develop adaptations for slower and faster learners. Perhaps learners simply need
more control of how their time is spent on the computer, what and how they review, and
what content they learn. In fact, teachers could, after one or two weeks, enter a ranking
of their students into the computer and the software could adapt the amount of
explanation, practice, speed, or difficulty to fit the learners' rates. With more study of
learning styles, the same idea could be applied such that the software activities could
become specialized toward that particular learner's needs.
2. A simple but high impact implication of this research is that the basic, logistical
elements of a CALL program can also dispel many learner concerns. It appears that lab
room assignments or computer assignments of some kind can help guarantee the
availability of a computer and avoid frustrations on the part of the learner. Making sure
software and hardware is functioning correctly is also an important step in attending to
learners' needs.
3. Another important result of the gathering of learner concerns, is to discover helpful
changes or additions that most learners would find beneficial. This data showed that
most learners felt several advancements in the TALL software would be beneficial. The
idea of an online dictionary or the ability to input one's own vocabulary or other content
is not a fantasy and plans could be made to investigate such adaptations.
4. This research has been done at a pivotal time in TALL development as opportunities to
use this software not only expand outside the Provo MTC to international MTCs, but also
to Brigham Young University programs within and beyond the BYU campus. The
concerns raised by subjects of this study dealing with working independently and the
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need for more interaction and variety in TALL indicate that distance learners using the
software will probably be even more effected by these issues than these missionaries who
have small classroom sizes of 12 and one-on-one daily interaction with their teachers. As
universities start to use CALL programs both in the classroom and in distance learning
programs, software designers will need to fine tune their products to attend to these issues
and not just in the development of CALL programs in more languages or other content.
Limitations
Following analyses of the data, several limitations were apparent. These are:
1. One obvious drawback was discussed in the results section- namely, that though most
of the subject sample sizes were sufficiently large, the resulting frequencies of concerns
per category samples were limiting in size.
2. Previous research on the concerns of teachers has provided a well developed taxonomy
for the categorization of such data. Since this study focused on the concerns of learners,
the researcher had no set taxonomy to use in the categorization of concerns and therefore,
in the categorization of the final data, new categories and discrepancies arose that were
not apparent during the pilot. Another collection of data at another time could also
possibly result in different categories as well.
3. Like many studies, the availability of subjects was a limitation. The algorithm for
identifying slow and fast learners required classroom sizes of 8 to 12, however, many of
the Portuguese groups contained only 5 to 7 missionaries and many Japanese classes
contained only 6 missionaries. This limited the classes that could be selected to
participate in the study. The Russian TALL program was still very new and only one
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district was available for the study. Also, missionaries often leave the MTC for personal
or health related reasons, and so attrition also set a limitation on the sample size of
missionaries available. Half of one Spanish classroom left four days early and therefore
missed the Exit Questionnaire and one of the Russian missionaries went home for an
operation during the last 3 weeks of her MTC stay.
4. Another limitation for this study was that this particular CALL program only lasts 2
months for these learners. Most typical CALL environments extend longer than 8 to 10
weeks.
Suggestions for Further Research
Looking deeper at some of the issues evident from this particular study, several
worthy approaches could be taken. The following three are suggested:
1. One necessary suggestion for future research is to gather concerns of more learners of
the same target languages. This would be especially beneficial in performing analyses of
slower and faster learners with target language groups. Also, as more subjects learning
Russian and other languages are available, better comparisons could be made between
different types of languages.
2. As technology continues to advance and TALL finds application in those
advancements, many other environments for this research will emerge. TALL developers
are already designing Internet applications of TALL. Perhaps missionaries will soon be
able to study their target language at home before their mission officially begins or some
day they could use a palm pilot computer in the foreign country to continue using TALL
after their MTC experience. In these future settings, perhaps different learner concerns
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will arise. Other settings for TALL research in the future will include not only the MTC
environment, but other LDS institutions of learning throughout the world.
3. Another suggestion is to look at learner concerns with a more qualitative as well as a
quantitative approach. More extensive interviews might provide a better qualitative,
affective approach with which to examine concerns. Also, the open-ended data could
perhaps be analyzed not only for frequency of concerns, but more could be done by
analyzing the way in which faster and slower learners express their concerns about
learning through the use of technology. In fact, a study designed to focus merely on the
concerns of slower and faster learners would perhaps result in more clear distinctions in
the concerns of learners of different rates. A look at how their learning styles influence
their concerns could also help developers meet the needs of different types of learners.
Conclusion
This study was designed to gather and analyze the concerns of learners involved
in a specific CALL program. However, these findings could benefit many involved in
CALL program designs. The intended result would be for program designers and
administrators to realize the importance of examining the concerns of learners and
making adaptations in curriculum and software to accommodate such learner concerns.
Some lessons that could be learned by CALL developers come from the results
presented in this study. The physical materials aspect of CALL is one important yet
seemingly mundane issue. Any program changes that can alleviate the learner's concern
for an available, functioning computer, will help learners concentrate on more important
issues in language learning.
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As was pointed out by the Japanese learners in this study, the unfamiliar can not
be learned in the context of more unfamiliar language and content. What teachers have
learned about language learning needs to be applied to CALL software as well. For
example, real-life application is important for CALL learners as well. The language
should fit the purposes of the learners. This may entail the use of a variety of dialects, or
simply adjusting content such that learners know they're learning the "stuff they need.
Brown (1995) in his discussion of language curriculum design states, "To ignore
the attitudes and opinions of any of the groups in a program is at best an act of arrogance
and at worst an act of political suicide" (p. 44). He prescribes learners' concerns and
needs as an essential element of language curriculum planning. It would benefit every
educational program to integrate a method of ongoing concern analysis and program
modification, especially in the aspects of CALL and technology which is ever-changing
or at least during the implementation and refinement stages of a program.
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APPENDIX A
Consent to be a Research Subject
The attached survey questionnaire is part of language learning research being conducted at
the Missionary Training Center. This research is being conducted by Elaine Lindsay, a
graduate student in the Linguistics Department at Brigham Young University. You were
selected for participation because you are studying either Spanish, Portuguese, Japanese or
Russian related to your mission call.
You are asked to read and answer the questions on the attached questionnaire. It should take
5-10 minutes to complete. You will receive another questionnaire as you complete your
study at the MTC. You may also be asked to participate in an interview towards the end of
your two month training program. By completing the survey and signing the consent below
you give permission for the researcher to use the information collected from these surveys
and/or interview. Your identity and answers to all questions will be held in strictest
confidence. There will be no reference to your identity at any point in the research.
There are no risks or benefits to you for participation in this study. Involvement in this
research project is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or to withdraw at any time
without penalty.
If you have any questions regarding this research project, you may contact Elaine Lindsay
in room 18M-130 or at (801) 378-6993. If you have questions regarding your rights as a
participant in research projects, you may contact Dr. Larry Wood, Chair of the Human
Subjects Institutional Review Board, 1122 SWKT, Brigham Young University, Provo, UT,
84602; phone (801) 378-3405.
"I have read, understood and received a copy of the above consent, and desire
of my own free will and volition to participate in this study and accept the
benefits and risks related to the study. By completing the survey and signing
the consent below I agree to these conditions stated above."

Signature of Research Subject

Date
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APPENDIX B
MISSIONARY BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE
To help us learn more about you, please answer the following questions as
accurately and completely as you can. Your responses are confidential and will
not be shared with your teachers or other missionaries.

1. Please check one box to indicate whether you are an elder or sister missionary.
elder

sister

2. When did you enter the Missionary Training Center?

/

/

month / day / year
3. What second language are you learning at the MTC?
Spanish
Japanese

French
Russian

German
Mandarin

Korean
Italian

Portuguese
Other

4. How long have you been a member of the Church (number of years since baptism)?
years since my baptism
5. Please check the box representing the highest level of school you have attended.
high School
less than 1 year of college
1 -2 years of college
3 or more years of college
college graduate
6. How much experience with foreign language(s) did you have before your mission?
Check one or more boxes in each column.
In your mission language
none
1-2 years in jr/sr high school
over 2 years in jr/sr high school
one or more college classes
lived in foreign country where
language was spoken
language was spoken regularly
in my home

In other languages
none
1-2 years in jr/sr high school
over 2 years in jr/sr high school
one or more college classes
lived in foreign country where
language was spoken
language was spoken regularly in
my home
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7. How good would you say you are at school work? Check one box.
poor
fair
average
good
very good
exceptional
8. What previous experience have you had with missionary work? Check all that apply,
none
missionary preparation course in your stake or ward
missionary preparation course in college or institute
splits with the missionaries
shared the gospel with a nonmember/less active friend or family member
short term mission
9. How much of the standard works did you read before your mission? Check one box
for each Standard Work.
read less
than half
of it

read
none

read more
than half
of it

read all
of it
once

read all
of it
more than
once

The Book of Mormon
The Doctrine & Covenants
The Pearl of Great Price
The Old Testament
The New Testament

10. How challenging is it for you to learn your mission language? Circle one number.
very
challenging

1
I

2
I

3
I

4
I

5
I

6
I

7
I

very
easy

11. How much experience have you had with computers? Check one box for each item.
none

some

a lot

E-mail
Internet
Computer Games
Word Processing
Educational Programs
Creating and Using Spreadsheets
Computer Programming

L2 - 4 June 1999

APPENDIX C
Teacher Ranking Form
Group = Spanish, District =1
Please rank (make a list 1-10) of the missionaries
in your class according to language ability:
1=strongest language learning ability
10=weakest language learning ability

ID#

Missionary

10101

Elder A

10102

ElderB

10103

Elder C

10104

Elder D

10105

ElderE

10106

Elder F

10107

Elder G

10108

ElderH

10109

Sister A

10110

Sister B

Ranking
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APPENDIX D
MISSIONARY TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE
The MTC is trying to find better ways to teach missionaries. Please help us by
answering the following questions as honestly and accurately as you can. Thank you.
Part 1: Please choose the most appropriate response for the following questions.
1.

How much of your training time do you think should be spent with the teacher?
How much time should be spent with the computer?
Circle one answer for each statement.

I would like to spend

less

about the same

more time with the teacher.

I would like to spend

less

about the same

more time with the computer.

2.

The amount of variety in the computer program is

D
not
enough

D
about
right

D
too
much

Part 2: Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements
by circling one letter for each item.
A = strongly agree
a = agree
? = uncertain
d = disagree
D= strongly disagree
A a ? d D

3. Frequent computer problems (bugs, breakdowns, etc.) inhibit my
learning.

A a ? d D

4. The computer program goes at a pace that works well for me.

A a ? d D

5. I enjoy working on the computer as part of my language learning
experience.

A a ? d D

6. The amount of variety in the computer program is sufficient for me.

A a ? d D

7.

A a ? d D

8. I need more options as I work on the computer.

A a ? d D

9.

I can work more independently in the lab than in the classroom.

I receive valuable feedback from the computer.
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A a ? d D

10. Sometimes my teachers do not understand the TALL program.

A a ? d D

11. I get bored easily when I work on the computer.

A a ? d D

12. I feel that my teachers are accessible and have enough time to help me
when I need it.

A a ? d D

13. The computer doesn't give me enough time on certain activities.

A a ? d D

14. I would like to receive more feedback from my teachers on my
language and skills.

A a ? d D

15. I need more control of my activities on the computer.

Part 3: Listed below are some activities performed in the computer lab. Please
indicate how helpful each activity was in preparing you to speak your mission
language by circling one number for each item.
1 = Not very helpful
2= Somewhat helpful
3= Quite helpful
4= Very helpful
5= Extremely helpful
1 2 3 4 5

16.

One-on-one practice with teacher

1 2 3 4 5

17.

Computer language task program

1 2 3 4 5

18.

Computer language vocabulary/phrases program

1 2 3 4 5

19.

Computer language grammar program

1 2 3 4 5

20.

Computer listening comprehension program

1 2 3 4 5

21.

Computer "Create your own" program

22.

What concerns do you have, if any, about learning through the use of computers?
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Part 4: Rate each of the following features according to how helpful you think they
would be to have, if included on the TALL computers.
1 = Not very helpful
2= Somewhat helpful
3= Quite helpful
4= Very helpful
5= Extremely helpful
1 2 3 4 5

23.

Online dictionary

1 2 3 4 5

24.

Graphics/pictures to accompany the vocabulary exercises

1 2 3 4 5

25.

Ability to input desired vocabulary and other content

1 2 3 4 5

26.

More control over how and what is reviewed

1 2 3 4 5

27.

More one-on-one practices

1 2 3 4 5

28.

More grammar explanation

1 2 3 4 5

29.

More grammar practice activities

1 2 3 4 5

30.

More structure in the Create program

31. What suggestions, if any, do you have for improving the TALL program?

27 October 1999

APPENDIX E

Interview Questions

ID#

Date:

1. Have you used computers to learn something before?

2. Do you feel your previous computer experience helped you learn through the TALL
program? Why or why not?

3. Do you feel your previous language experience helped you learn through the TALL
program? Why or why not?

4. What was your favorite aspect of working with the computers?

5. What was your least favorite aspect of working with the computers?

6. What problems did you encounter in using the computers?

